
IN THE CEI7TRAL ADMINiTRITIVE TRIBUIJ 
CUTTACK BENCH CUTTCI( 

Ciginal Application No. 180 of 1994 

Date oE Decision; 27 .5 .1994 

Dhaneswar Rout 	 Applicant(s) 

Versus 

Union of India & Others 	Responde(g) 

(F(R flSTRtCT IONS) 

1, Whether it be referred to reporters or not ? 

2. Whether it be circulated to all the Benches of the 
Central Administrative Tribunals or not 7 

L 	h 
MEMBER (AD 4T!AT~IVE) 	 V ]CE -CH IRN 

1 MAY 9i4 



CNETRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTTACK BENCH CUTTACK 

Original Application No.180 of 1994 

Date of Decisions 27.5.1994 

Dhaneswar Rout 	 Applicant 

Versus 

-c- 

Union of India & Others 

For the applicant 

For the respondents 1 & 2 

For the respondent 3 

For the respondents 4 & 5 

Respondents 

Mr.0 C .Mohanty, 
Advocate 

Mr .U,B ahapatra, 
Standing Counsel 

Mr.Akhaya Kumar Mishra 
Stand ing Counse 1 

Mr .KC .Mohanty 
Govt .Advocate (Orissa) 

S.. 

C ORAM: 

THE HONOURABLE rR.Kap. AC}3RYA, V]CE - CHIRN 

AND 

THE HONOtRABLJE MoHoRAJENDRA LR¼SAD, MEMBER (ADt) 

JUDGMENT 

In this application under Section 19 of 

the Adminjstz.ative Tribunals Act, 1985, the petitioner 

prays the following $ 

Direct the UC to allow the applicant 

to appear in the interview which had been 

applied earlier Ad.Officer or any posts 

Direct the CBI & C]D and Special Branch 

Police, Orissa to produce the investigation 

f lie relating to applicant. 4llegations 

Direct the UEC to produce application 

relating to Res.Officer Deputy Director, 

Textile and ?4d.Officer Jeological Survey 

of India and Director, Doora Darsan  with 
'- 	. 



C) 	 2 

cost, and 

4) 	issue any other appropriate relief/reliefs 

as would deem fit and proper in the 

circumstances of the case. )j 

2. 	%tith the consent given by the côunselp, we have 

heard this case on merits. We have heard Mr.U.C.Mohanty, 

learned counsel for the petitioner, Mr.U.BiMohapatra, 

learned Stand ing Counse 1 appearing for OP No • 2 and 2, 

Yx.Akpya Mishra,learned Standing Counsel appearing 

for OP No.3 and Mr.KacaMohanty,learned Government Advocate 

for the State of Orissa appearing for cc Nos. 4 and 5. 

Prayer made  by the petitioner appears to be extremely 

vague. On going through the pleadings of the petitioner, 

we find no merit in this petition which stands dismissed 

leaving the part,tes to bear their own costs. 

L - 
MBER ( M 15TWC lyE) 	 V ]E -C Hh IRN'7  

L7 P14 Y 9# 
Central Administrative Tribunal 

Cutac]ç Bench Cuttac]c 
dated the 27.5.1994/ B.X. Sahoo 


